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In many ways, this bill is nothing
new, because much of this is in current
law; but in many ways, fundamental
ways, it is new, because it opens up to
new services, it opens up to new bat-
tles, it opens us up to new commu-
nities. With this bill, we can make a
difference in lives, in neighborhoods, in
communities all across America. This
is the right thing to do.

Our President has pledged us as a Na-
tion in his inaugural address that when
we see that wounded traveler on the
road to Jericho, we will not step to the
other side. This legislation will ensure
that that is the case.

I am proud of this legislation. I think
this rule makes sense. I look forward
to the debate, and I look forward to
passing this law and sending it on to
the Senate and the President’s desk.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Mississippi (Mr. SHOWS).

Mr. SHOWS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Ohio for yielding
me time.

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the oppor-
tunity presented because of this bill
being introduced. I rise today to ex-
press my strong support of H.R. 7, the
Community Solutions Act of 2001. This
bill is long overdue.

I come from a small town in rural
Mississippi called Bassfield, population
350, which is home to a few hundred
families who work hard every day. I in-
vite you and my colleagues to visit
Bassfield and see what it is like in a
real small town outside the Beltway. In
my town, churches and other houses of
worship and religious institutions are
the bedrock of the community. This is
true in small towns and big cities
across the country.

Where I come from, faith and family
are common values; and, unlike Wash-
ington, when people in Bassfield need
help, they do not look to the Govern-
ment first, they look to the family and
neighbors.

We cannot put a fence around the
churches in Bassfield or anywhere else.
It is impossible, because religious in-
stitutions are and will always be cen-
tral to the lives of our communities.
They do it because it is the right thing
to do, and they do it well.

It does not make sense to reinvent
the wheel to establish government pro-
grams to provide services in commu-
nities where services already exist in
an overzealous effort to isolate reli-
gious from public policy.

We must respect the foresight of our
Founding Fathers, who knew that our
new democracy could not permit one
religion to prevail over others. But
they also knew that our country was
funded on the basic freedom to express
one’s religion, not to silence it. While
we must respect the separation of
church and State, we must also respect
the rights of people of faith.

Mr. Speaker, we always walk a fine
line when we consider religion and pub-
lic policy in the same breath; but in
the Community Solutions Act, I be-
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lieve we have crafted a bill that re-
spects the separation of church and
State, and, at the same time, tolerates
the rights of all Americans to practice
their religion.

We have crafted a measure that af-
fords people in big cities and small
towns across the country the oppor-
tunity to receive essential services
from the people who know them best,
their faith-based institutions that al-
ready are the core of their commu-
nities. In a civil society in our democ-
racy we tolerate the views and reli-
gions of others. In this spirit, I believe
we can allow faith-based institutions
to be our partners in communities. In-
deed, they already are.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
am pleased to yield 2 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Florida
(Mr. STEARNS).

(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks, and include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, let me address two
points. I do not know if my colleague
from Massachusetts is still in the
Chamber, but this Charitable Choice
exists in Federal programs already. In
addition, the House has provided pas-
sage of Charitable Choice in child sup-
port, the Home Ownership Act, Fathers
Count Act of 11/10/99, and also the Juve-
nile Justice bill. So we have four cases
where Charitable Choice is already in
place.

So for folks to come on the House
floor and say vote against the rule be-
cause this is not fair, this is a great
constitutional question, that is not
true. However, President Clinton al-
ready signed into law four of these
Charitable Choice pieces of legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I am here because con-
tained in the base bill, I have a bill
that was incorporated, and I want to
thank the gentleman from California
(Chairman THOMAS) and the gentleman
from Oklahoma (Mr. WATTS) for giving
consideration to my bill, which repeals
the excise tax on the net investment
income for private foundations. I would
also like to thank my colleagues who
have cosponsored this legislation.

Though, of course, full repeal of the 2
percent excise tax on private founda-
tions would have been preferable, I
want to thank my friends on the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means for elimi-
nating the two-tier system and simpli-
fying the tax to a flat 1 percent.

The tax was originally enacted in
1969 as a way to offset the cost of gov-
ernment audit of these charitable orga-
nizations. In 1990, the excise tax raised
$204 million, and they conducted 1,200
audits of private foundations. Then in
1999, the excise tax raised $500 million,
and the IRS only did roughly about 200
audits.

So private foundations generally
must make annual distributions for
charitable purposes equal to roughly 5
percent of their fair market value of
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the foundation’s endowment assets.
The excise tax acts as a credit in reduc-
ing this requirement.

So I am glad my bill is part of the
base bill. It is a tax cut. I want to
again remind my colleagues to vote for
the rule.

Mr. Speaker, | first want to thank Chairman
THOMAS, along with Congressman WATTS, for
giving consideration to my bill H.R. 804—a bill
to repeal the excise tax on the net investment
income for private foundations. | would also
like to thank my colleagues who have cospon-
sored this legislation.

Though, of course, full repeal of the 2 per-
cent excise tax on private foundations would
have been preferable, | want to thank my
friends on the Ways and Means Committee for
eliminating the two-tiered system and simpli-
fying the tax to a flat 1 percent.

The tax was originally enacted in the Tax
Reform Act of 1969 as a way to offset the cost
of government audits of these organizations.
In 1990, the excise tax raised $204 million and
the IRS conducted 1,200 audits of private
foundations. In 1999, the last year for which
figures are available, the excise tax raised
$499.6 million with the IRS conducting 191 au-
dits.

Private foundations generally must make
annual distributions for charitable purposes
equal to roughly 5 percent of the fair market
value of the foundation’s endowment assets.
The excise tax paid acts as a credit in reduc-
ing the 5 percent requirement.

By reducing the excise tax, we are placing
needed money into the hands of our nation’'s
charities. | thank Chairman THomMAS and Con-
gressman WATTS for their leadership and sup-
port.

Across this country, faith-based charitable
organizations have brought healing to broken
lives and suffering communities by providing
emergency services, drug treatment, after
school programs, as well as many other vital
services. However, too often the Federal Gov-
ernment has valued process over performance
and not welcomed faith-based charities as
partners in fighting social ills.

To address this bias Congress has repeat-
edly supported a program called Charitable
Choice. This idea is not revolutionary. It has
been adopted four separate times by bipar-
tisan majorities and was signed into law by
President Clinton each time, the first being the
landmark welfare reform legislation in 1996.
Charitable Choice is bipartisan, consensus law
that expands options for needy Americans
while safeguarding the character of faith-
based charities and protects the rights of
beneficiaries.

In fact, it already exists in Federal law and
applies to three domestic programs. It enjoys
broad support because it is not a special fund
for religious charities; it simply makes faith-
based groups eligible to compete for Federal
dollars.

Charitable Choice corrects this prejudice
that discriminates against charities on the sole
basis of their belief system. This program be-
cause it is grounded in the Constitution, re-
quires nondiscrimination. It includes all people
of goodwill—whether Methodists, Muslim, Mor-
mon, or good people of no faith at all.

It preserves the first amendment because it
insists on a separation between programs op-
erating on the Federal dollar and those oper-
ating on the private dollar. Faith-based organi-
zations may make federal programs available



